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ENTERPRISE INFRASTRUCTURE
DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS AND METHODS

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED
APPLICATIONS

None.

STATEMENT REGARDING FEDERALLY
SPONSORED RESEARCH OR DEVELOPMENT

Not applicable.

REFERENCE TO A MICROFICHE APPENDIX

Not applicable.

BACKGROUND

Enterprise architects evaluate technologies currently used
by an enterprise and technologies potentially used by the
enterprise. Such an evaluation may produce an approved
technology list that specifies which technologies offer the
best value for the enterprise in terms of purchasing and main-
taining technology. Despite the production of an approved
technology list, a project manager may approve a proposed
project that uses a technology that 1s not on the approved
technology list. Implementing a technology that 1s an excep-
tion to the approved technology list may result 1n architectural
impacts throughout the enterprise, far beyond the area of
expertise for the approving project manager. Architectural
impact 1s an effect created by a project on approved technol-
ogy for an enterprise. For example, a project creates architec-
tural and technology impacts by using a software application
which requires a security patch to be compatible with an
approved security system.

Enterprise architects also evaluate projects according to
architectural guiding principles. All standard path projects
are evaluated to determine architectural impacts security. As
a part of a software lifecycle process methodology, enterprise
architects initially review all projects to ensure that no
projects deploy that cause disruption, increase costs, or drive
technologies that create support and maintenance issues.
After an 1mitial review by the enterprise architects, if a project
1s compliant according to the enterprise architecture guiding
principles, the enterprise architects will sign-off on the
project architecture and recommend that an architecture
review committee approve the project. If a project 1s not
compliant with the enterprise architecture guiding principles,
the enterprise architects will work with a project team to
ensure project compliance 1s achieved and that the project
aligns with the organization enterprise architecture. Once
project compliance 1s achieved, the enterprise architects waill
sign-oil on the project architecture and recommend that the
architecture review committee approve the project.

Evaluating architectural impacts may be a lengthy and
duplicative process. For example, employees 1n each of the
numerous domains, or subdivisions, in the enterprise may
hold their own meeting to evaluate architectural impacts. In
these numerous meetings, the employees may evaluate archi-
tectural impacts in their own domain without any information
about how the project may impact other domains in the enter-
prise. Alternatively, one large evaluation meeting between the
directors for each domain in the enterprise would be unpro-
ductive because the directors may not have the detailed
knowledge to properly evaluate architectural impacts. The
significant time that would be required to develop such
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2

knowledge 1n a large meeting would constitute a waste of time
for the many directors of domains not impacted by the
project. In yet another alternative, enterprise architects may
make project decisions based on architectural impacts. How-
ever, project managers would have to lobby to overturn
project decisions made by enterprise architects because the
enterprise architects often fail to take all project consider-
ations 1nto account. The above-described situations present
unique problems that are not adequately addressed by exist-
ing enterprise inirastructure development systems.

SUMMARY

Disclosed herein are systems and methods for enterprise
infrastructure development. In some method embodiments,
project data 1s submitted by a review facilitation tool to an
architecture audit team. An exception to an approved tech-

nology for the project data 1s conveyed by the review facili-
tation tool to a technology management team comprising
subject matter experts from each of multiple domains. A
recommendation regarding the exception to the approved
technology for the project data 1s conveyed by the review
facilitation tool to an architecture review commaittee compris-
ing a director representative from each domain. A decision on
the recommendation regarding the exception 1s recorded by
the review facilitation tool.

Some system embodiments include a server to submit
project data to an architecture audit team; convey an excep-
tion to an approved technology for the project data to a tech-
nology management team comprising subject matter experts
from each of multiple domains; convey a recommendation
regarding the exception to the approved technology for the
project data to an architecture review committee comprising,
a director representative from each domain; and record a
decision on the recommendation regarding the exception.

In computer program product embodiments, computer
readable program code 1s configured to submit project data to
an architecture audit team; to convey an exception to an
approved technology for the project data to a technology
management team comprising subject matter experts from
cach of multiple domains; to convey a recommendation
regarding the exception to the approved technology for the
project data to an architecture review committee comprising,
a director representative from each domain; to convey a rec-
ommendation regarding the project data to the architecture
review committee; and to record a decision on the recommen-
dations.

These and other features and advantages will be more
clearly understood from the following detailed description
taken 1n conjunction with the accompanying drawings and
claims.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

For a more complete understanding of the present disclo-
sure and the advantages thereof, reference 1s now made to the
following brief description, taken 1n connection with the
accompanying drawings and detailed description, wherein
like reference numerals represent like parts.

FIG. 1 shows an illustrative enterprise having a set of
domains.

FIG. 2 shows a block diagram of an illustrative enterprise
infrastructure development system according to some
embodiments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 3 shows an illustrative project submaittal form accord-
ing to some embodiments of the present disclosure.
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FIG. 4 shows an 1llustrative architecture audit team form
according to some embodiments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 5 shows an 1llustrative technology management team
form according to some embodiments of the present disclo-
sure.

FIG. 6 shows an 1llustrative architecture review agenda
form according to some embodiments of the present disclo-
sure.

FI1G. 7 shows an 1llustrative attendance form according to
some embodiments of the present disclosure.

FI1G. 8 shows an 1llustrative recommendation form accord-
ing to some embodiments of the present disclosure.

FIG. 9 shows an illustrative enterprise infrastructure devel-
opment method according to some embodiments of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 10 shows a block diagram of an 1llustrative server for
an enterprise inifrastructure development system according to
some embodiments of the present disclosure.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

It should be understood at the outset that although 1mple-
mentations of various embodiments of the present disclosure
are described below, the present system may be implemented
using any number of techniques, whether currently known or
in existence. The present disclosure should 1n no way be
limited to the implementations, drawings, and techniques
described below, but may be modified within the scope of the
appended claims along with their tull scope of equivalents.

In embodiments of the present disclosure, systems and
methods for enterprise infrastructure development are pro-
vided. Project managers use a review facilitation tool to sub-
mit data for a project to an architecture audit team of enter-
prise architects. If the architecture audit team identifies an
exception to an approved technology for the submitted
project, the teams uses the review facilitation tool to capture
and convey the exception to a technology management team
of subject matter experts from each domain. Because the
subject matter experts are appointed from each domain, the
technology management team can take into account architec-
tural considerations, operational considerations, financial
considerations, and business considerations for the submitted
project, 1n contrast to project decisions made by enterprise
architects that often fail to take all project considerations into
account.

The technology management team uses the review facili-
tation tool to record a recommendation by regarding the
exception, and to convey the recommendation on a form to an
architecture review committee of director representatives
from each domain. The recommendation form saves director
time by listing a summary for director representatives whose
domains are not impacted architecturally and by providing
links to details for director representatives whose domains are
impacted architecturally. Because the director of each domain
appoints at least one of the subject matter experts on the
technology management team, the recommendation form
includes all the information needed by the architecture review
committee to make a decision on the recommendation regard-
ing the exception, such as architectural considerations, opera-
tional considerations, financial considerations, and business
considerations. Then the architecture review committee uses
the review facilitation tool to record the architecture review
committee decision.

Turning now to FIG. 1, an illustrative enterprise 102 1s
shown having a set of domains. The enterprise 102 has an
account management 104 domain, a corporate system 106
domain, a billing 108 domain, a network system 110 domain,
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4

an enterprise architecture 112 domain, a research and 1nno-
vation 114 domain, a data management 116 domain, a data
warchouse 118 domain, a platform 120 domain, an end user
122 domain, a service management 124 domain, a security
126 domain, a middleware 128 domain, an applications 130
domain, and a business intelligence 132 domain. Although
these domains are shown as separate entities within the enter-
prise 102, projects approved by project managers of any
domain may have an architectural impact on the other
domains. The numbers and types of each domain in FI1G. 1 are
depicted for the purpose of an illustrative example only, and
other embodiments would be recognized by those of skill 1n
the art.

Turning now to FIG. 2, a block diagram of an illustrative
enterprise infrastructure development system 200 1s depicted
according to some embodiments of the present disclosure.
The system 200 includes project data 202 that 1s mput by
project managers 204 and stored by a review facilitation tool
206. The project data 202 can include information such as
technologies used by a project, where the project may be a
proposed project or an approved project. The project manag-
ers 204 can include solution architects that input project data
202 which includes architecture solutions for projects that are
not compliant with architecture guiding principles. The
project data 202 can also include additional information
about the project that 1s subsequently recorded by the review
facilitation tool 206 based on input from other enterprise
employees.

The review facilitation tool 206 can submit the project data
202 to an architecture audit team 208. The architecture audit
team 208 can include enterprise architects that are familiar
with various categories of architectural standards compliance
210, such as compliance rules for application layer, data
layer, integration layer, technology, disaster recovery, and
security.

I1 the architecture audit team 208 1dentifies an exception to
an approved technology for the project data, the review facili-
tation tool 206 can capture and convey the exception to the
approved technology for the project data to a technology
management team 212 comprising subject matter experts
from each domain, such as the domains depicted 1n FIG. 1.
The exception can be a proposed project architecture solution
that does not meet architectural guiding principles. The direc-
tor of each domain can appoint at least one subject matter
expert on the technology management team 212. The tech-
nology management team 212 can include subject matter
experts that are familiar with various categories of technology
standards compliance 214, such as compliance rules for
application layer, data layer, integration layer, technology,
disaster recovery, and security. If the technology management
team 212 makes a recommendation regarding the exception
to an approved technology for the project data, the review
tacilitation tool 206 can capture and convey the recommen-
dation regarding the exception to the approved technology for
the project data to an architecture review committee 214
comprising a director representative from each domain. The
director representative from a domain can be the director
from the domain or a representative appointed by the director
of the domain.

Turming now to FIG. 3, an illustrative project submittal
form 202-A 1s depicted according to some embodiments of
the present disclosure. The project submittal form 202-A 1s
part of the project data 202 stored and displayed by the review
facilitation tool 206. The review {facilitation tool 206 can
display the project submittal form 202-A to prompt project
managers 204 to submit project data 202 for proposed
projects. The review facilitation tool 206 can also process
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inputs to the project submittal form 202-A and store the
processed project submittal form 202-A. Project managers
204 can mnput estimated hardware costs, software costs, labor
costs, and network costs for proposed projects, as depicted by
examples 1n the project submittal form 202-A. The estimated
costs can be based on standard, or approved, technologies and
requested, or non-approved, technologies. The review facili-
tation tool 206 can process mputs to the project submittal
form 202-A and calculate a total cost/benefit 302 based on
estimated benefits that outweigh estimated costs.

Turning now to FIG. 4, an illustrative architecture audit
team form 202-B 1s depicted according to some embodiments
of the present disclosure. The architecture audit team form
202-B 1s part of the project data 202 stored and displayed by
the review facilitation tool 206. The architecture audit team
form 202-B includes a discussion 402 section, an action items
404 section, and an ARC voting results 406 section. The
architecture audit team 208 meets to discuss a submitted
project, determine 1f any exception exists to approved tech-
nology for the submitted project, and the review facilitation
tool 206 records the determination about any exception in
sections 402-406.

The discussion 402 section summarizes the discussion
input by the architecture audit team 208 about the submitted
project, and can identify any architectural area of non-com-
pliance for a project, such as application mtegration. The
action 404 section specifies any required actions to bring an
exception into compliance, such as providing a security patch
strategy for a new soltware application. The ARC voting
result 406 section specifies how the architecture audit team
208 voted on the submitted project, such as “approved,” or
“rejected.” The summary listed in the discussion 402 section
can serve as the basis for the discussion of any meeting of the
technology management team 212 and as the basis for the
meeting of the architecture review committee 216.

Turning now to FIG. 5, an illustrative technology manage-
ment team form 202-C 1s depicted according to some embodi-
ments of the present disclosure. The technology management
team form 202-C i1s part of the project data 202 stored and
displayed by the review facilitation tool 206. The technology
management team form 202-C includes a TMT voting result
502 sectionand a TM'T members 504 section. The technology
management team 212 meets to discuss an exception to
approved technology for the submitted project, and make
recommendations regarding the exception. The review facili-
tation tool 206 captures and stores the recommendation in
sections 502-504. The TMT voting result 502 section pro-
vides how the technology management team 212 voted
regarding the exception to approved technology for the sub-
mitted project, such as “approved,’ or “rejected.” The TMT
members 504 section provides a website address where the
tull details of the technology management team 212 discus-
sion of the project can be located, which can include the
voting record for each subject matter expert on the technology
management team 212. The details listed 1n the TMT mem-
bers 504 section can serve as the basis for the meeting of the
architecture review committee 216.

Turning now to FIG. 6, an illustrative architecture review
committee agenda form 202-D 1s depicted according to some
embodiments of the present disclosure. The architecture
review committee agenda form 202-D 1s part of the project
data 202 stored and displayed by the review facilitation tool
206 to the architecture review committee 216, which includes
director representatives. Each director representative on the
architecture review committee 216 can review the architec-
ture review committee agenda form 202-D before the meeting,
of the architecture review committee 216 to determine the
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subject matter of the meeting. After the meeting of the archi-
tecture review committee 216, the architecture review com-
mittee agenda form 202-D can serve as a partial record of the
meeting.

The architecture review committee agenda form 202-D
includes a minutes 602 section, a meeting objectives 604
section, a facilitator 606 section, a dial-in 608 section, and an
on-line meeting 610 section. The minutes 602 section speci-
fies the date, time, and location for a meeting of the architec-
ture review committee 216. The meeting objectives 604 sec-
tion provides a list ol objectives for the meeting of the
architecture review committee 216, with the objectives based
on recommendations recorded and displayed by the review
tacilitation tool 206 for the architecture audit team 208 and
the technology management team 212. The facilitator 606
section provides the name of the individual(s) or domain
responsible for facilitating the meeting of the architecture
review committee 216. The dial-in 608 section provides the
telephone number and security code for director representa-
tives to use to participate in the meeting of the architecture
review committee 216 by telephone. The on-line meeting 610
section provides the website for director representatives to
use to participate 1 the meeting of the architecture review
committee 216 over the internet.

Turming now to FIG. 7, an illustrative attendance form
202-E 1s depicted according to some embodiments of the
present disclosure. The attendance form 202-E 1s part of the
project data 202 stored and displayed by the review facilita-
tion tool 206, and begms as a template before the meeting of
the archltecture review committee 216, with spaces listed for
the director representatives potentlally participating in the
meeting. The attendance form 202-E serves as a record of the
meeting of the archutecture review committee 216, recording,
which director representatives participated 1in the meeting and
any voting results for each of the director representatives.

The attendance form 202-E includes a vice president 702
column, a domain 704 column, a director 706 column, a
manager/SME 708 column, a date 710 column, and a project
712 column. The vice president 702 column lists a vice presi-
dent responsible for a domain or set of domains. For example,
a data processing V.P. 714 1s responsible for the data manage-
ment 116 domain and the data warehouse 118 domain.

The domain 704 column lists each domain of the enterprise

to be represented at the meeting of the architecture review
committee 216, such as the domains depicted 1n FIG. 1. For
example, the enterprise architecture 112 domain and the
research and mnovation 114 domain are represented at the
meeting of the architecture review commuittee 216. The direc-
tor 706 column lists the director for each domain. For
example, the director 706 column lists an account manage-
ment director 716 1s the director for the account management
104 domain listed by the domain 704 column.
The manager/SME 708 column lists the managers and the
SME’s (subject matter experts) appointed by the director for
cach domain. For example, a corporate system director 718
attends the architecture review committee meeting and
appoints a corporate system SME 720 as another director
representative for the architecture review committee meeting.
In contrast, the network system director 1s not listed as par-
ticipating 1n the architecture review committee meeting, but
the network system director has appointed a network system
SME 722 and a network system manager 724 as director
representatives for the architecture review committee meet-
ng.

The date 710 column lists which director representatives
participated on the date of the meeting of the architecture

L T -

review committee 216. For example, the absence of an “x
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corresponding to the account management director 716 under
the date “>4” column indicates that the account management
director 716 did not participate during the architecture review
committee meeting held on May 8”.

The project 712 column lists how each director represen-
tative voted on the project discussed during the meeting of the
architecture review committee 216. For example, neither of
the two potential director representatives for the account
management 104 domain, the account management director
716 and an account management SME 726, participated dur-
ing the meeting of the architecture review committee 216 held
on May 8”. Therefore, the vote for the account management
104 domain 1s listed under the project 712 column for project
“D2489.657 as “approved by default” 728. In contrast, a data
management SME 730 participated during the meeting of the
architecture review committee 216 held on May 8” and voted
tor the project. Theretfore, the vote for the data management
116 domain 1s listed under the project 712 column for project
“D2489.657” as “approved” 732.

Turning now to FIG. 8, an illustrative recommendation
tform 202-F 1s depicted according to some embodiments of
the present disclosure. The recommendation form 202-F 1s
part of the project data 202 stored and displayed by the review
facilitation tool 206, and begins as a template. First, the
review lacilitation tool 206 records any exceptions to
approved technology for the submitted project in the archi-
tecture audit team report 202-B. Next, the review facilitation
tool 206 records any recommendation regarding the excep-
tion to the approved technology for the submitted project in
the technology management team report 202-C. Then the
review facilitation tool 206 records in the recommendation
form 202-F any decision by the architecture review commiut-
tee 216 on the recommendation regarding the exception.

The recommendation form 202-F includes a concept 802
section, a summary 804 section, and a document 806 section.
The review facilitation tool 206 stores the data input by facili-
tator of the architecture review committee 216 1n sections
802-806 1n a database. The database includes records of pre-
viously approved exceptions and records of discussion as
points of reference for future similar exceptions. The concept
802 section provides the project discussed during the meeting
of the architecture review committee 216. The summary 804
section provides a summary of any decision made by the
meeting of the architecture review committee 216 on a rec-
ommendation regarding an exception to an approved technol-
ogy for the submitted project. The document 806 section
provides a website address where the complete discussion
input can be located for the decision made by the meeting of
the architecture review committee 216 on a recommendation
regarding an exception to an approved technology for the
submitted project.

Turning now to FI1G. 9, an illustrative enterprise infrastruc-
ture development method 1s depicted according to some
embodiments of the present disclosure. Executing the enter-
prise inirastructure development method depicted in FIG. 9
results 1n the review facilitation tool 206 submitting a project
to the architecture audit team 208, conveying exceptions to
the technology management team 212, and conveying recom-
mendations regarding exceptions to the architecture review
committee 216, and recording a architecture review commiut-
tee decision based on the recommendation.

In box 902, the project managers 204 use the review facili-
tation tool 206 to submit the project data 202 to the architec-
ture audit team 208. For example, after the review facilitation
tool 206 stores the project data 202 mput by the project
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managers 204 on the project submittal form 202-A, the
review facilitation tool 206 submits the project data 202 to the
architecture audit team 208.

In box 904, the architecture audit team 208 uses the review
facilitation tool 206 to determine whether there are excep-
tions to approved technologies 1n the project data 202. For
example, the architecture audit team 208 1dentifies an excep-
tion to an approved technology for the submitted project, the
purchase of a new software application program that 1s not
listed as an approved technology, an identification captured
and recorded by the review facilitation tool 206 1n the discus-
s10n 402 section depicted in FIG. 4. Continuing this example,
the architecture audit team 208 determines that the architec-
tural 1mpact of the submitted project 1s the installation of
patches and security updates to integrate the new software
application program in the enterprise, captured and recorded
by the review facilitation tool 206 1n the action items 404
section. Then, the architecture audit team 208 votes on excep-
tion 1dentified for the new software application project; and
the review facilitation tool 206 captures and records the vot-
ing result in ARC voting result 406 section.

I1 the architecture audit team 208 determines that there are
exceptions to approved technologies 1n the project data 202,
the method continues to box 906. If the architecture audit
team 208 determines that there are no exceptions to approved
technologies 1n the project data 202, the method proceeds to
box 910 where the architecture audit team 208 uses the review
facilitation tool 206 to submit a recommendation to approve
the project data 202 for the submaitted project.

In box 906, the architecture audit team 208 uses the review
facilitation tool 206 to convey an exception to approved tech-
nology for the project data 202 to the technology manage-
ment team 212 comprising subject matter experts from each
of multiple domains. Because the subject matter experts are
appointed by directors from each domain 1n the organization,
the technology management team can take into account archi-
tectural considerations, operational considerations, financial
considerations, and business considerations for the submitted
project, 1 contrast to project decisions made by enterprise
architects that often fail to take all project considerations nto
account. For example, the review facilitation tool 206 con-
veys the exception by conveying the recorded data 1n sections
402-406 to the technology management team 212.

Further to this example, the technology management team
212 uses the review facilitation tool 206 to review the excep-
tion to the approved technology for the new software appli-
cation project, as recorded by the review facilitation tool 206
for the architecture audit team 208 1n sections 402-406. Con-
tinuing this example, the technology management team 212
evaluates the architectural impact of the submitted project,
the installation of patches and security updates to integrate the
new soltware application program in the enterprise, against
the proposed benefits of the submitted project. The review
facilitation tool 206 captures and records any recommenda-
tion 1n the TMT members 504 section depicted in FIG. 5.
Then, the technology management team 212 votes on the new
soltware application project, and the review facilitation tool
206 captures and records the result in TMT voting result 502
section.

In box 908, the technology management team 212 uses the
review facilitation tool 206 to convey a recommendation
regarding an exception to approved technology for the project
data 202 to the architecture review committee 216 comprising
at least one director representative from each domain. For
example, the review facilitation tool 206 conveys the recom-
mendation by conveying the recorded data 1n sections 502-
504 to the architecture review committee 216.
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In box 910, the architecture audit team 208 uses the review
facilitation tool 206 to convey a recommendation regarding
the project data 202 to the architecture review committee 216.
For example, whether or not the architecture audit team 208
identifies an exception to an approved technology for the
submitted project, the review facilitation tool 206 conveys the
data in sections 402-406, as captured and recorded from the
architecture audit team 208, to the architecture review com-
mittee 216. If the architecture audit team 208 identifies an
exception to an approved technology for the submitted
project, the action items 404 section may include specific
actions to address any compatibility 1ssues. I the architecture
audit team 208 1dentifies no exception to an approved tech-
nology for the submitted project, the review facilitation tool
206 can leave the action items 404 section blank due to the
lack of compatibility 1ssues. In eirther situation, the architec-
ture review committee 216 reviews the discussion recorded
by the review facilitation tool 206 for the architecture audit
team 208, and the result in ARC voting result 406.

In box 912, architecture review committee 216 uses the
review facilitation tool 206 to record an architecture review
committee decision on the recommendations. For example,
the architecture review committee 216 reviews the data
recorded by the review facilitation tool 206 for the architec-
ture audit team 208 1n sections 402-406 and the data recorded
by the review facilitation tool 206 for the technology man-
agement team 212 in sections 3502-504. Additionally, the
director representatives in the architecture review committee
216 may discuss the project among themselves, and with any
guests to the meeting of the architecture review committee
216, such as a subject matter expert mvited by a director
representative or the facilitator to answer any questions about
the submuitted project. Upon completion of the discussion by
the architecture review committee 216, the review facilitation
tool 206 records the decision entered by the facilitator of the
architecture review committee 216.

In box 914, the architecture review committee 216 uses the
review facilitation tool 206 to prompt the architecture audit
team 208 with the project data 202 11 the decision approves a
recommended change in project architecture. For example, 11
the technology management team 212 recommended an
exception to approved technology that 1s not covered by the
discussion recorded by the review facilitation tool 206 for the
architecture audit team 208, and the architecture review com-
mittee 216 decides to approve this recommendation, then the
review lacilitation tool 206 prompts the architecture audit
team 208 with the project data 202, which includes the deci-
sion to change project architecture. At this point in the
method, the review facilitation tool 206 returns to box 904 to
evaluate the exception to the approved technology and convey
the exception to the technology management team 212.

Turning now to FIG. 10, a block diagram 1000 of an illus-
trative server 1002 for the review {facilitation tool 206 1s
depicted according to some embodiments of the present dis-
closure. The server 1002 may comprise a display interface
1004, a peripheral intertace 1006, a processor 1008, a modem
or other suitable network interface 1010, a memory 1012, an
information storage device 1014, and a bus 1016. The server
1002 may be a bus-based computer, with the bus 1016 inter-
connecting the other elements and carrying communications
between them. The display interface 1004 may take the form
of a video card or other suitable display interface that accepts
information from the bus 1016 and transforms 1t into a form
suitable for a display 1018. Conversely, the peripheral inter-
tace 1006 may accept signals from a keyboard 1020, and
other input devices such as a pointing device 1022, and trans-
form them 1nto a form suitable for communication on the bus
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1016. Such forms suitable for communication may include a
recommendation regarding an exception to the approved
technology for the submitted project.

The processor 1008 gathers information from other system
clements, including input data from the peripheral interface
1006, and program instructions and other data from the
memory 1012, the information storage device 1014, or from
a remote location via the network interface 1010. The proces-
sor 1008 carries out the program instructions and processes
the data accordingly. The processor 1008 executes nstruc-
tions for the review facilitation tool 206 application. The
program 1instructions may further configure the processor
1008 to execute nstructions for the review facilitation tool
206 application to send data to other system elements, com-
prising information for the user which may be communicated
via the display mterface 1004 and the display 1018, informa-
tion such as forms 202-A, 202-B, 202-C, 202-D, 202-E, and
202-F, as depicted in FIGS. 3-8.

The network interface 1010 enables the processor 1008 to
communicate with remote systems via a network. The
memory 1012 may serve as a low-latency temporary store of
information for the processor 1008, and the information stor-
age device 1014 may serve as a long term (but higher latency)
store of information, including information such as forms
202-A, 202-B, 202-C, 202-D, 202-E, and 202-F, as depicted
in FIGS. 3-8.

The processor 1008, and hence the server 1002 as a whole,
operates 1n accordance with one or more programs stored on
the information storage device 1014, such as a review facili-
tation tool 206 application. The processor 1008 may copy
portions of the programs into the memory 1012 for faster
access, and may switch between programs or carry out addi-
tional programs in response to user actuation of the input
device. The additional programs, such as the review facilita-
tion tool 206 application, may be retrieved from the informa-
tion storage device 1014 or may be retrieved from remote
locations via the network interface 1010. One or more of these
programs, including the review facilitation tool 206 applica-
tion, configures the server 1002 to carry out at least one of the
enterprise 1infrastructure development methods disclosed
herein.

The server 1002 1s described as a general server, although
any electronic device having some amount of computing
power coupled to a user interface may be configured to carry
out the methods disclosed herein. Among other things, per-
sonal computers, portable computers, personal digital assis-
tants (RDAs) and mobile phones may be configured to carry
out aspects of the disclosed enterprise inirastructure develop-
ment methods.

The display 1018 may be a video monitor, but may take
many alternative forms such as a printer, a speaker, or other
means for commumicating information to a user, information
such as forms 202-A, 202-B, 202-C, 202-D, 202-E, and 202-
F, as depicted in FIGS. 3-8. The mput device for the user
interface 1s shown as the keyboard 1020, but may similarly
take many alternative forms such as a button, a mouse, a
keypad, a dial, a motion sensor, a camera, a microphone or

other means for receiving information from a user, informa-
tion such as the information 1n 202-A, 202-B, 202-C, 202-D,

202-E, and 202-F, as depicted in FIGS. 3-8.

While several embodiments have been provided in the
present disclosure, 1t should be understood that the disclosed
systems and methods may be embodied 1n many other spe-
cific forms without departing from the spirit or scope of the
present disclosure. The present examples are to be considered
as 1llustrative and not restrictive, and the intention 1s not to be
limited to the details given herein, but may be modified within
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the scope of the appended claims along with their full scope of
equivalents. For example, the various elements or compo-
nents may be combined or integrated 1n another system or
certain features may be omitted, or not implemented.

What 1s claimed 1s:

1. A computer implemented method, comprising:

submitting, with a review facilitation tool stored 1n a non-

transitory computer readable media and executed by a
processor, project data to an architecture audit team of an
enterprise, wherein the project data includes identifica-
tion of proposed technology for a project;

conveying, with the review facilitation tool, an exception

identified by the architecture audit team to a technology
management team of the enterprise, the technology
management team comprising subject matter experts
from each of multiple domains, wherein the exception 1s
identified when the proposed technology for the project
includes a technology that 1s not included 1n a group of
approved technologies that meet architectural guiding
principles for the enterprise;

conveying, with the review facilitation tool, a recommen-

dation made by the technology management team
regarding the exception to an architecture review com-
mittee of the enterprise, the architectural review com-
mittee comprising a director representative from each of
the multiple domains, wherein the recommendation
regarding the exception comprises a voting record for
cach of the subject matter experts on the technology
management team; and

recording, with the review facilitation tool, a decision by

the architectural review committee on the recommenda-
tion regarding the exception.

2. The method of claim 1 wherein the decision 1s based on
architectural considerations, operational considerations,
financial considerations, and business considerations.

3. The method of claim 1 further comprising conveying a
recommendation to approve the project data to the architec-
ture review committee, wherein the recommendation to
approve the project data 1s conveyed when the architectural
audit team determines that the proposed technology for the
project has no exceptions to the approved technologies.

4. The method of claim 1 wherein the subject matter expert
from each of the multiple domains 1s appointed by a director
from a corresponding domain.

5. The method of claim 1 wherein the director representa-
tive 1s one of a director and a representative appointed by the
director.

6. The method of claim 1 further comprising prompting the
architecture audit team with the project data 11 the decision
approves a recommended change 1n project architecture.

7. A computer implemented system, comprising;:

a memory comprising a non-transitory computer readable

media;

one or more processors; and

a review lacilitation tool stored 1n the memory that, when

executed by the one or more processors, configures the

One Or more processors to:

submit project data to an architecture audit team of an
enterprise, wherein the project data includes 1dentifi-
cation of proposed technology for a project;

convey an exception 1identified by the architectural audit
team to a technology management team of the enter-
prise, the technology management team comprising
subject matter experts from each of multiple domains,
wherein the exception 1s identified when the proposed
technology for the project includes a technology that

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

60

65

12

1s not included 1n a group of approved technologies
that meet architectural guiding principles for the
enterprise;
convey a recommendation made by the technology man-
agement team regarding the exception to an architec-
ture review committee of the enterprise, the architec-
ture review committee comprising a director
representative from each of the multiple domains,
wherein the recommendation comprises a summary
for director representatives whose domains are not
impacted by the exception and links to details for
director representatives whose domains are impacted
architecturally; and
record a decision on the recommendation regarding the
exception.
8. The system of claim 7 wherein the decision 1s based on
architectural considerations, operational considerations,
financial considerations, and business considerations.
9. The system of claim 7 wherein the review facilitation
tool further configures the one or more processors to convey
a recommendation to approve the project data to the architec-
ture review committee, wherein the recommendation to
approve the project data 1s conveyed when the architecture
audit team determines that the proposed technology for the
project has no exceptions to the approved technologies.
10. The system of claim 7 wherein the subject matter expert
from each of the multiple domains 1s appointed by a director
from a corresponding domain.
11. The system of claam 7 wherein the recommendation
regarding the exception comprises a voting record for each
subject matter expert.
12. The system of claim 7 wherein the director representa-
tive 1s one of a director and a representative appointed by the
director.
13. The system of claim 7 wherein the review facilitation
tool further configures the one or more processors to prompt
the architecture audit team with the project data 1f the decision
approves a recommended change 1n project architecture.
14. A computer program product for a review facilitation
tool, the computer program product comprising:
a non-transitory computer readable medium having com-
puter readable program code embodied therein;

computer readable program code configured to submit
project data to an architecture audit team of an enter-
prise, wherein the project data includes identification of
proposed technology for a project;

computer readable program code configured to convey an

exception 1dentified by the architecture audit team to a
technology management team of the enterprise, the
technology management team comprising subject mat-
ter experts from each of multiple domains, wherein the
exception 1s 1dentified when the proposed technology
for the project includes a technology that 1s not included
in a group of approved technologies that meet architec-
tural guiding principles for the enterprise;

computer readable program code configured to convey a

recommendation made by the technology management
team regarding the exception to an architecture review
committee of the enterprise, the architecture review
committee comprising a director representative from
cach of the multiple domains, wherein the recommen-
dation regarding the exception comprises a voting
record for each subject matter expert;

computer readable program code configured to convey a

recommendation to approve the project data to the archi-
tecture review committee, wherein the recommendation
to approve the project data 1s conveyed when the archi-
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tecture audit team determines that the proposed technol-
ogy for the project has no exceptions to the approved
technologies; and
computer readable program code configured to recording a
decision by the architecture review committee on the
recommendations, wherein the decision 1s based on
architectural considerations, operational considerations,
financial considerations, and business considerations.
15. The computer program product of claim 14 wherein the
subject matter expert from each of the multiple domains 1s
appointed by a director from a corresponding domain.

5

14

16. The computer program product of claim 14 wherein the
director representative 1s one of a director and a representative
appointed by the director.

17. The computer program product of claim 14 further
comprising computer readable program code configured to
prompt the architecture audit team with the project data 11 the
decision approves a recommended change in project archi-
tecture 1n the recommendation regarding the exception.
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